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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is response to communications filed 04/16/2007; Applicant's arguments 
filed on 04/16/2007 have been fully considered; Applicant's arguments with respect to the final 
rejection as being premature due to the new-cited art Barker et al. (U.S. 6,065,017) are 
persuasive; the previous final action is withdrawn 

2. Following Non-final rejection is response to Applicant's arguments filed on 
01/1 1/2007; claims 1-56 are pending; claims 1, 14, 19, 37, 43, 51-56 are amended 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 01/1 1/2007 have been fully considered. Applicant's 
arguments to claim 33 with respect to the references fail to disclose a policy-based policy 
manger engine . . . allowing users of the system to define message processing policies are 
persuasive; the office action is withdrawn 

3. In response to applicant's arguments with respect to the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e. a 
recovery action on the state of a transaction at a failure) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). 
Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification 
are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 
1993). 
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Claim rejections-35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth 
in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1 and 6-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being un-patentable over 
Lin et al. (U.S. 2002/0073211) in view of Frolund et al. (U.S. 6,381,617) and further in view 
of Kashyap (U.S. 2002/0087912) 

Regarding to claim 1: 

Lin discloses the invention substantially as claimed, including a method, which can be 
implemented in a computer hardware or software code for processing electronic transactions 
between a client and a server of a computer network, the method comprising: 

Establishing a communications connection between the network client and the network 
server at an electronic transaction assurance (eTA) system: (Lin discloses method of establishing 
communications between "a web browser" which is equivalent to "the network client," "an 
application server" which is equivalent to "the network server" and "a webserver server" which 
is equivalent to eTA system": abstract; figure 6; [0028], lines 11-15) 

Receiving a request message from the client at the eTA system, the request message 
relating to an aspect of the electronic transaction: (Lin discloses the webserver receives "web- 
browser's request" which is equivalent to "the request message" prior a connection will be made 
to one or more application server in order for the web browsers to access the application server 
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for "online information service" which is equivalent to "the electronic transactions." The 
webserver monitors/ and records transaction states between the application server and the web 
browser: [0031], lines 5-16; [0030], lines 8-12; [0028], lines 11-15; [0066]-[0067]) 

Recording a state of the electronic transaction: (Lin discloses communication sessions are 
monitored, and the session information is sent to the state server as retaining records of session 
activities: [0028], lines 11-15) 

Detecting that a failure has occurred with respect to the transaction: (Lin discloses state 
server used to monitor communications between application servers and users to detect/ and 
provide recovery for any detected fail connections between the application servers and the users: 
[0035]) 

Transmitting response in accordance with the recovery action, wherein the response 
message masks the failure; In term "masks the failure" referring to specification, page 31, means 
providing recovery action for the failure such as redirecting to another server; In analogous art, 
Lin disclose method for redirecting failed connection to another application server: (abstract) 

However, Lin does not explicitly disclose determining whether an outcome of the 
transaction in relation to the request message has succeeded or failed; 

In analogous art, Frolund discloses a three-tiered transaction processing system which 
detects transaction failures and provide recoveries for the transaction failures; therein, outcomes 
of transactions are detected to determine if transactions is successful or failed in order to provide 
an appropriate recovery actions: (abstract; figure 3, items 216, 222; column 3, lines 37-52, 63-64; 
column 6, lines 1-50; column7, lines 1-52) 
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However, Lin-Frolund does not explicitly discloses method for determining the actual 
state of the transaction at the failure; selecting an appropriate recovery action to recover from the 
failure 

In term "the actual state of transaction" referring to specification, page 10, lines 3-24, 
means continuing fail transaction without requesting of resubmit/ restart from the beginning; in 
analogous art, Kashyap discloses method for determining failed state, so the failed connection is 
continued at the failed point: [0008] 

Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 

< 

invention was made to incorporate Frolund's ideas of detecting transactions/outcomes failures in 
order to provide appropriate recovery actions and Kashyap's ideas of continuing failed 
connection at the failed point with Lin's system in order to provide an efficient transaction 
processing system which made highly available solutions for detected connection failures, see 
(Frolund: column 4, lines 1-12) 

Regarding to claims 6 and 7: 

In addition to rejection in claim 1, Lin-Frolund- Kashyap further discloses failure from 
error code in message and not receiving response message: (Frolund: figure 4, item 318) 
Regarding to claims 8 and 10-13: 
Those claims are rejected under rationale of claim 1 
Regarding to claim 9: 

In addition to rejection in claim 1, Lin-Frolund- Kashyap further discloses re-directing to 
another server for recovery action: Lin discloses method for recovering failure of a webserver by 
re-directing a process to another webserver: ([0035]) 
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Claims 2-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being un-patentable over Lin- 
Frolund- Kashyap in view of Watson et al. (U.S. 5,991,750) 
Regarding to claims 2-3: 

Lin-Frolund- Kashyap discloses the invention substantially as disclosed in claim 1, but 
does not explicitly teach identifying a transaction type associated with the electronic transaction 

In analogous art, Watson discloses method for associating transaction types and 
requesting types: (column 10, lines 10-67; column 11, lines 1-20; claim 13) 

Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
' invention was made to combine Watson's ideas of associating transaction types and requesting 
types with Lin-Frolund- Kashyap's system in order to provide an efficient account manager 
system, see (Watson: column 3, lines 35-44) 

Regarding to claims 4-5: 

Those claims are rejected under rationale of claim 1 

Claims 14-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being un-patentable over Lin- 
Frolund-Kashyap in view of Barker et al. (U.S. 6,065,017) 
Regarding to claim 14: 

Lin-Frolund-Kashyap discloses the invention substantially as disclosed in claim 1, but 
does not explicitly teach includes information descriptive state of the transaction 

In analogous art, Barker discloses recorded transaction includes state descriptions: 
(abstract) 

Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Barker's ideas of including state description with Lin-Frolund- 
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Kashyap's system in order to provide an efficient transaction processing system which made 
highly available solutions for detected connection failures, see (Frolund: column 4, lines 1-12) 

Regarding to claim 15: 

Lin-Frolund- Kashyap-Barker discloses a method as discuss in claim 14, which further 
includes, wherein the state capture process comprises capturing packets contained in electronic 
request messages from the client to the server and storing the packets with an identifier 
associated with a particular transaction between the client and the server: (Lin discloses "Session 
ID" which is equivalent to "identifier associated with transaction between the client and the 
server": figureS, item 510) 

Claims 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being un-patentable over Lin- 
Frolund- Kashyap-Barker in view of Phaal (U.S. 6,138,159) 

Regarding to claim 16: 

Lin-Frolund- Kashyap- Barker discloses the invention substantially as disclosed in claim 
14 5 but does not explicitly teach wherein the failure detection process comprises monitoring for a 
failure code that is embedded in a response message from the server, wherein the failure code 
indicates that a failure has occurred, see (Phaal discloses method for detecting failure in network 
upon on failure to respond within a predetermined period: column 2, lines 61-67) 

Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Phaal' s ideas of determining whether the transaction in relation 
to the request message has succeeded or failed with Lin-Frolund- Kashyap-Barker' s system in 
order to be able to discover the broken connection to provide connection failure recovery in 
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order to process of client request without interrupt notwithstanding failure of individual host, see 
(Phaal: abstract, lines 1-10) 

Regarding to claim 1 7: 

Lin-Frolund- Kashyap-Barker discloses the invention substantially as disclosed in claim 
14, but does not explicitly teach wherein the failure detection process comprises monitoring for a 
response message from the server and deeming that a failure has occurred if a response message 
is not received within a predetermined time span, see (Phaal discloses method for detecting 
failure in network upon on failure to respond within a predetermined period: column 2, lines 61- 
67) 

Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Phaal' s ideas of determining whether the transaction in relation 
to the request message has succeeded or failed with Lin-Frolund- Kashyap-Barker' s system in 
order to be able to discover the broken connection to provide connection failure recovery in 
order to process of client request without interrupt notwithstanding failure of individual host, see 
(Phaal: abstract, lines 1-10) 

Regarding to claim 18: 

Lin-Frolund- Kashyap-Barker discloses the invention substantially as disclosed in claim 
14, but does not explicitly teach wherein the failure masking process comprises sending a 
response message to the client from the eTA system in the event of a failure, wherein the 
response message is the same response that the client would have received had the failure not 
occurred, see (abstract, lines 1-21) 
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Claims 19, 37-45 and 47-56, 21-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being un- 
patentable over Lin-Frolund-Kashyap-Barker in view of Watson et al. (U.S. 5,991,750) 
Regarding to claim 19: 

Lin-Frolund-Kashyap-Barker discloses a method as discuss in claim 14, which further 
includes Logging and reporting relevant information about the state and the message parameter 
of the electronic transaction: (Lin discloses log of transaction activities: [0028], lines 11-15) 

Updating the transactions: (Barker: column 1, lines 45-67) 

However, Lin-Frolund-Kashyap-Barker does not explicitly discloses identifying a 
transaction type and message parameters included in the received message, thereby defining 
electronic transaction to which the message relates 

In analogous art, Watson discloses method for associating transaction types and 
requesting types: (column 10, lines 10-67; column 11, lines 1-20; claim 13) 

Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Watson's ideas of associating transaction types and requesting 
types with Lin-Frolund-Kashyap-Barker' s system in order to provide an efficient transaction, 
recovery system, see (Frolund: column 4, lines 30-35) 

Regarding to claims 37-43, 51-56 and 21-32: 

Those claims are rejected under rationale of claim 19 

Regarding to claims 44-45, 50: 

Those claims are rejected under rationale of claim 19 

Regarding to claims 47-49: 
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In addition to rejection in claim 43, Lin-Frolund-Kashyap-Barker- Watson further 
discloses wherein the eTA system includes multiple eTA nodes, see (Lin: abstract) 

Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being un-patentable over Lin- 
Frolund-Kashyap-Barker-Watson in view of Tanner et aL (U.S. 2002/0070976) 

Regarding to claim 20: 

Lin-Frolund-Kashyap-Barker- Watson discloses the invention substantially as disclosed in 
claim 14, but does not explicitly teach wherein the communications connection is a secure 
connection, see (Tanner discloses "secure channel" which is equivalent to "secure connection" 
used for transaction between user account and vendor account: [0051]) 

Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Tanner's ideas of using secure channel for process transaction 
with Lin-Frolund-Kashyap-Barker- Watson t's system in order to provide secure network 

Claim 46 is rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being un-patentable over Lin- 
Frolund-Kashyap-Barker- Watson in view of Shkedi (U.S. 6,832,207) 

Regarding to claim 46: 

Lin-Frolund-Kashyap-Barker- Watson discloses the invention substantially as disclosed in 
claim 37, but does not explicitly teach storing the transaction identifier comprises inserting 
information into the back end server database using an Internet cookie, see (Shkedi: column 4, 
lines 20-27) 

Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
' invention was made to combine Shkedi' s ideas of storing information is cookie with Lin- 
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Frolund-Kashyap-Barker- Watson's system in order to be able to use the cookie as recognition 
message, see see (Shkedi: column 4, lines 20-27) 

Claim 33 is rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being un-patentable over Lin et ah 
(U.S. 2002/0073211) in view of Kashyap (U.S. 2002/0087912) and further in view of Barker 
(U.S. 6,065,017) 

Regarding to claim 33: 

Lin discloses the invention substantially as claimed, including a system, which can be 
implemented in a computer hardware or software code for processing electronic transactions 
between a client and a server of a computer network, the method comprising: 

A communications processor that receives electronic transaction messages over a 
computer network between a customer at a client node and a server node: (Lin discloses "a 
webserver" which is equivalent to "a communications processor" receives "web-browser's 
request" which is equivalent to "the request message" prior a connection will be made to one or 
more application server in order for the web browsers/the users to access the application servers 
for online information services" : [0031], lines 5-16; [0030], lines 8-12; [0028], lines 11-15; 
[0066]-[0067]) 

However, Lin does not explicitly discloses a policy providing conditions of failover 

In analogous art, Kashyap discloses a fail-over policy: [0026]) or (20040230660: [0025]) 

However, Lin-Kashyap does not explicitly disclose policy-based policy manager engine 

allowing users of the system to define message processing policies 

In analogous art, Barker discloses database recovery system is accessed and managed by 

a network administrator: (column 2, lines 15-21; column 7, lines 60-67; column 15, lines ) 
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Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate Kashyap's ideas of using fail-over policy for recovery 
connection failures and Barker's ideas of the recovery policy is defined by users with Lin's 
system in order to provide efficient recovery system, see (Kashyap, [0015]) 

Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being un-patentable over Lin- 
Kashyap-Barker in view of Phaal (U.S. 6,138,159) 

Regarding to claim 34: 

Lin-Kashyap-Barker discloses the invention substantially as disclosed in claim 33, but 
does not explicitly teach if needed to keep the customer informed of any processing delays and 
keep the customer engaged in a message dialog to enhance the customer's interaction experience 
with an e-business Web site at the server node 

In analogous art, Phaal discloses normally client computer directs communication to the 
assigned server, but if a failure condition of assigned server is detected, a new server is assigned 
to service the client computer: (abstract, lines 1 1-20) 

Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Phaal' s ideas of determining whether the transaction in relation 
to the request message has succeeded or failed with Lin-Kashyap-Barker' s system in order to be 
able to discover the broken connection to provide connection failure recovery in order to process 
of client request without interrupt notwithstanding failure of individual host, see (Phaal: abstract, 
lines 1-10) 

Claims 35-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being un-patentable over Lin- 
Kashyap-Barker - Phaal in view of Wallach et al. (U.S. 6,292,905) 
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Regarding to claims 35-36: 

Lin-Kashyap-Barker - Phaal discloses the invention substantially as disclosed in claim 
34, but does not explicitly teach policy manager engine 

In analogous art, Wallach discloses the replicated database to provide failure connection 
recovery rules: (column 5, lines 65-67; column 6, lines 1-10; figure 1, items 88a-88c) 

Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Wallach' s ideas of using the replicated database to provide 
failure connection recovery rules with Lin-Kashyap-Barker - Phaal's system in order to provide 
to provide a improvement of performance of network such as uninterrupted connection, see 
(Wallach: column 2, lines 33-47) 

The prior arts made of records and not relied upon are considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. The following patents and publications are cited to further show the state of the art 
with respect to "Highly available transaction failure detection and recovery for electronic 
commerce transactions": 6018805; 6108700; 20020147797; 5287501; 6335972; 6249866 

Conclusions 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lan-Dai Thi Truong whose telephone number is 571-272-7959. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday- Friday from 8:30am to 5:00 pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bunjob A. Jaroenchonwanit can be reached on 571-272-3913. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be 
obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
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